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Commentary must frequently take the form, at least partly, of disagreement.
As Socrates well understood, disagreement is an odious burden. But he disagreed
anyway. Not because there is any merit in that attitude as such. But it is indis
pensable to the maintenance of perspective.

The
College
Teacher:

The insert in this issue of the Alum nae Bulletin, upon which I am called to
comment, raises the question of the college teacher’s freedom. W hile the article
evinces an awareness of the checks society puts to a professor’s academic freedoms,
the general impression it conveys is perhaps too europhic: the great power he holds
as a disseminator of ideas and shaper of young minds together with a commensurate
freedom is emphasized. Now, let us not exaggerate the utopian condition of the
modern college teacher. If we are to talk in practical rather than ideal terms it
soon becomes evident that neither the teacher’s efficacy as a shaper of minds nor
the reality of his freedom is as great as is sometimes assumed.

A
Russell Kirk, in one of his recent syndicated columns, introduces a note of
realism into this discussion. He notes, first of all, that since the war American
campuses have been flooded with undergraduates, “about half of whom have only
a faint idea of why they’re enrolled.” And he adds that most institutions of higher
learning “have been eager to rope in huge crowds of freshmen, whether or not they
exhibit much interest or aptitude for the works of the mind.” Mr. Kirk acutely
observes that the real victim of this “indiscriminate academic empire-building” has
been the professor. He says: “Increasingly the university scholar has been required
to lecture to a room full of bored faces, to correct papers full of the grossest errors
of spelling and grammar, to lower the whole standard of academic dignity and
competence in order to get the kids through the course.”

At this point we may imaginatively listen to a volum
inous chorus of “Hear Ye!” “Hear Ye!” from the profes
sorial ranks. No teacher wants to be an assembly line
mechanic; a processor of candidates for psuedo degrees; a
supervisor: of taped lectures. He believes, and with good
reason, that a school in which the teacher is not the life
blood is as dead as any corpse. Students as well as teachers
recognize this. In Franny and Z ooey J. D. Salinger, that
precious commentator upon our times and mores, has a
student character say: “I got the idea in my head— and I
could not get it out— that college was just one more dopey
inane place in the world dedicated to piling up treasure
on earth . . . ”
The problem, when all is said and done, comes to this:
how is the teacher to maintain his honesty and professional
integrity? It is a real moral dilemma, which the insert
elucidates with all too real instances, that comes to focus
primarily in the relationship of the professor to society. It
is commonplace that those who advance knowledge pay
the price society chooses to inflict, usually a stiff one.
To quote the report: “Having ideas and disseminating
them is a risky business . . . . their authors and teachers
have been censured, ostracized, exiled, martyred and cru
cified— usually because the ideas clashed with an accepted
set of beliefs or prejudices or with the interests of a ruler
or privileged class. . . . Even in the Western world, al
though methods of punishment have been refined, the
propagator of a new idea may find himself risking his
social status, his political acceptability, his job, and hence
his very livelihood.”
Strong words which point to a frightful dilemma! And
in this respect the insert loses a good deal of its euphoric
tone and settles on the harsh realities. The unasked but
underlying questions are such as these: must a teacher
speak with a forked tongue, saying one thing to his stu
dents but believing another? Does society control educa
tion or does education set the tone for society? W hat
constitutes a violation of a teacher’s prudence: a student’s

protest to the dean? A letter to the local paper from an
irate mother? Pressure from industrial tycoons? All too
often it would seem so. To what extent must the teacher,
to whose integrity much lipservice is paid, identify with or
collaborate with the deceit and moral confusion and spirit
ual irresponsibility that characterizes much of society?
Explicity and implicitly, this report asks the right ques
tions. But it does not answer them. Perhaps they cannot
be answered with our present limited knowledge. On the
other hand, perhaps many of them can. And might not
the academies themselves be accomplices to a form of moral
cowardice in this respect?
I, for one, am not about to cast stones. I recognize that
teachers, like popes and kings, can be bribed and cor
rupted. But I also recognize the enormity a problem that
admits of no easy answers. Rather I have admiration for
those, such as the authors of this report, who ask the right
questions and trust to a working combination of time,
patience and prudent honesty for eventual solutions. W hat
I deem most desirable in this matter is a climate of trust
and freedom in which the problems can be brought to
the fore, discussed and set on their way to at least a
partial solution. There must be enough cooperate con
fidence about to nurture a critical discussion of this ques
tion: what are the real problems confronting the teacher,
and education in general, in our society? The question is
being nibbled at to be sure; but it must be thoroughly
chewed and digested. Questions relating to mass educa
tion, the Dewey reform, the respective roles of the teacher
and the researcher and many others must be deeply gone
into. It simply won’t do for teachers to sit passively about
complaining of the inadequacies of their students, the
pressures of society and their low pay. And while I readily
grant my colleagues to be an energetic group I fear that
much of their energy is so negatively distributed. All can
agree on so well worn a platitude as “Youth must be pro
tected.” Teachers ought to concern themselves with the
more positive question: W hat ought students be intro
duced to?

job opportunities
The alumnae are encouraged to keep their placement
folders up to date. The place of employment, the length
of time on the job, and the name of the former employer
should be indicated.
Peace Corps Examination at Main Post Office Building on
June 8, 1963. Further information and applications are
available in the Placement Office.
Statistician: nine hours in statistics required and one year
experience preferred. $4,990 - $6,410.
Secretary: must type, take shorthand, be gracious and have
a pleasing telephone voice.
Chemists: Buffalo area. Starting salary $5,365.
Chemist and Biologist: Contact R. L. Harrington, Admin
istrator, The Institute for Cancer Research, 7701 Bucholme
Avenue, Fox Chase, Philadelphia 11, Pennsylvania.
Guidance Counselor: Buffalo, Lockport or Rochester area.
English Teacher: Staff Officers in Africa. Three years ex
perience teaching a foreign language (not necessarily Eng
lish); ability to organize, to meet local, cultural, and lin
guistic requirements; and ability to supervise other teachers
and secretaries. Salary $6,225 - $7,705. Applications (avail
able in the Placement Office) are sent to: Employment
Branch, English Teaching Unit, United States Information
Agency, 1776 Pennsylvania Avenye, Washington 25, D. C.
Elementary Teacher (classroom), Elementary Art, Ele
mentary Music: apply to the Civilian Personnel Office,
United States Military Academy, West Point, New York.
(Standard Form 57, application for Federal Employment
may be secured from the Placement Office.)
Medical Librarian, Medical Secretary, Medical Technolo
gist, Recreational Therapist, Chemist, Statistician, Social
Worker are a few of the opportunities which are available
at Saint Elizabeth Hospital, the largest Federal Psychiatric
Hospital. Apply to: Employment Officer, Saint Elizabeth
Hospital, Washington 20, D.C.
Part-time Clerical Position: typing and filing, 20 - 25 hours
per week, some office experience preferred. $1.15-$1.50
per hour depending on individual’s qualifications.
Interne Probation Officer: undergo on-the-job training to
become qualified as a Probation Officer; graduation from a
four year college or university recognized by the Univer
sity of the State of New York is required. Starting salary
$4,600 with an increment of $325 the second year. Send
resume to Charles L. Hutchinson, Director of Probation,
134 West Eagle Street, Buffalo 2, New York.

distinction
When Susie Formhals entered Rosary Hill she chose
Sociology as her major. No other field could have been
more in keeping with her personality for Susie is a person
who really enjoys people and dedicates herself to working
with and for them.
After graduation she worked for Erie County as a case
worker. For the past year, she has headed the Social Serv
ice Department at Sisters’ Hospital. In both positions she
has tried to bring happiness to many.
Susie’s willingness to work for the school was always in
evidence. When a sophomore at Rosary Hill, Susie was the
chairman of Carnival Night.
As Mrs. William L. Holcomb, Susie has become one of
the more active members of the Alumnae. She became a
board member in 1960. Prior to this she had served as an
Alumnae Fund Agent for two years. In 1961, she was cochairman of the Card Party. For the past two years she
has been the Association President. Under her leadership
the Alumnae has flourished.
Susie’s interests are not confined to Rosary Hill. She
has served on the board of the Junior Committee of the
Marillac Guild. This year she is chairman of the Sisters’
Hospital Gift Shop. When not working, Susie donated one
full day a week to do volunteer work at the hospital. She
has also worked for the March of Dimes and the Brothers
of Mercy Home on Jewett Avenue.
Rosary Hill has certainly done a great deal for all of
the members of its Alumnae, but few of us in turn have
worked quite as hard to repay this favor.
Thank you Susie, for the good example.

a position of power equaled by few occu
pations in our society.
His influence upon the rest of us—and upon our
children—is enormous.
His place in society is so critical that no totali
tarian state would (or does) trust him fully. Yet in
our country his fellow citizens grant him a greater
degree of freedom than they grant even to them
selves.
He is a college teacher. I t would be difficult to
exaggerate the power that he holds.
► He originates a large part of our society’s new
ideas and knowledge.
► He is the interpreter and disseminator of the
knowledge we have inherited from the past.
► He makes discoveries in science that can both
kill us and heal us.
► He develops theories that can change our eco
nomics, our politics, our social structures.
► As the custodian, discoverer, challenger, tester,
and interpreter of knowledge he then enters a class
room and tells our young people what he knows—or
what he thinks he knows—and thus influences the
thinking of millions.
What right has this man to such power and in
fluence?
Who supervises him, to whom we entrust so
much?
Do we the people? Do we, the parents whose
children he instructs, the regents or trustees whose
institutions he staffs, the taxpayers and philan
thropists by whose money he is sustained?
On the contrary: We arm him with safeguards
against our doing so.
What can we be thinking of, to permit such a
system as this?
he holds
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Having id6dS

and disseminating them, is a
Mp** r{
* risky business. It has always
been so— and therein lies a strange paradox. The march
of civilization has been quick or slow in direct ratio to

the production, testing, and acceptance of ideas; yet
virtually all great ideas were opposed when they were
introduced. Their authors and teachers have been cen
sured, ostracized, exiled, martyred, and crucified—
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usually because the ideas clashed with an accepted set
of beliefs or prejudices or-with the interests of a ruler
or privileged class.
Are we wiser and more receptive to ideas today?

Even in the Western world, although methods of punishment have been refined, the propagator of a new
idea may find himself risking his social status, his political acceptability, his job, and hence his very livelihood.

For the teacher: special
risks, special rights
in our society, we are wary of per
sons whose positions give them an oppor
tunity to exert unusual power and influence.
But we grant the college teacher a degree of
freedom far greater than most of the rest of us
enjoy.
Our reasoning comes from a basic fact about our
civilization:
Its vitality flows from, and is sustained by, ideas.
Ideas in science, ideas in medicine, ideas in poli
tics. Ideas that sometimes rub people the wrong
way. Ideas that a t times seem pointless. Ideas that
may alarm, when first broached. Ideas th at may be
so novel or revolutionary that some persons may
propose that they be suppressed. Ideas—all sorts—
that provide the sinews of our civilization.
They will be disturbing. Often they will irritate.
But the more freely they are produced—and the
more rigorously they are tested—the more surely
will our civilization stay alive.
ormally,
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is the theory . Applying it, man has de
veloped institutions for the specific purpose of
■ incubating, nourishing, evaluating, and spread
ing ideas. They are our colleges and universities. As
their function is unique, so is the responsibility with
which we charge the man or woman who staffs them.
We give the college teacher the professional duty
of pursuing knowledge—and of conveying it to oth
ers—with complete honesty and open-mindedness.
We tell him to find errors in what we now know.
We tell him to plug the gaps in it. We tell him to
add new material to it.
We tell him to do these things without fear of the
consequences and without favor to any interest save
the pursuit of truth.
We know—and he knows—that to meet this re
sponsibility may entail risk for the college teacher.
The knowledge that he develops and then teaches to
others will frequently produce ground-shaking re
sults.
It will lead at times to weapons that at the press
of a button can erase human lives. Conversely, it
will lead at other times to medical miracles that
will save human lives. It may unsettle theology, as

did Darwinian biology in the late 1800’s, and as did
countless other discoveries in earlier centuries. Con
versely, it may confirm or strengthen the elements
of one’s faith. I t will produce intensely personal
results: the loss of a job to automation or, con
versely, the creation of a job in a new industry.
Dealing in ideas, the teacher may be subjected to
strong, and at times bitter, criticism. I t may come
from unexpected quarters: even the man or woman
who is well aware that free research and education
are essential to the common good may become
understandably upset when free research and edu
cation affect his own livelihood, his own customs,
his own beliefs.
And, under stress, the critics may attem pt to
coerce the teacher. The twentieth century has its
own versions of past centuries’ persecutions: social
ostracism for the scholar, the withdrawal of finan
cial support, the threat of political sanctions, an
attempt to deprive the teacher of his job.
Wherever coercion has been widely applied—in
Nazi Germany, in the Soviet Union—the develop
ment of ideas has been seriously curtailed. Were

such coercion to succeed here, the very sinews of our
civilization would be weakened, leaving us without
strength.
E recognize these facts. So we have de
veloped special safeguards for ideas, by
developing special safeguards for him who
fosters ideas: the college teacher.
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We have developed these safeguards in the calm
(and civilized) realization that they are safeguards
against our own impetuousness in times of stress.
They are a declaration of our willingness to risk the
consequences of the scholar’s quest for truth. They
are, in short, an expression of our belief that we
should seek the truth because the truth, in time,
shall make us free.

What the teacher’s
special rights consist of
that we grant to a
college teacher goes beyond anything guaran
teed by law or constitution.
As a citizen like the rest of us, he has the right
to speak critically or unpopularly without fear of
governmental reprisal or restraint.
As a teacher enjoying a special freedom, however,
he has the right to speak without restraint not only
from government but from almost any other source,
including his own employer.
Thus—although he draws his salary from a col
lege or university, holds his title in a college or
university, and does his work at a college or uni
versity—he has an independence from his employer
which in most other occupations would be denied
to him.
Here are some of the rights he enjoys:
► He may, if his honest thinking dictates, expound
views that clash with those held by the vast ma
jority of his fellow countrymen. He will not be
restrained from doing so.
y
► He may, if his honest thinking dictates, pub
licly challenge the findings of his closest colleagues,
even if they outrank him. He will not be restrained
from doing so.
► He may, if his honest thinking dictates, make
statements that oppose the views of the president
of his college, or of a prominent trustee, or of a
generous benefactor, or of the leaders of the state
legislature. No m atter how much pain he may bring
to such persons, or to the college administrators
entrusted with maintaining good relations with
them, he will not be restrained from doing so.
Such freedom is not written into law. I t exists
on the college campus because (1) the teacher claims
he special freedom

K

and enforces it and (2) the public, although wincing
on occasion, grants the validity of the teacher’s
claim.
E grant the teacher this special freedom
for our own benefit.
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Although “orthodox” critics of educa
tion frequently protest, there is a strong experi
mental emphasis in college teaching in this country.
This emphasis owes its existence to several in
fluences, including the utilitarian nature of our
society; it is one of the ways in which our institu-

tions of higher education differ from many in
Europe.
Hence we often measure the effectiveness of our
colleges and universities by a pragmatic yardstick:
Does our society derive a practical benefit from
their practices?
The teacher’s special freedom meets this test.
The unfettered mind, searching for truth in science,
in philosophy, in social sciences, in engineering, in
professional areas— and then teaching the findings
to millions— has produced impressive practical re
sults, whether or not these were the original ob
jectives of its search:
The technology that produced instruments of
victory in World War II. The sciences that have
produced, in a matter of decades, incredible gains
in man’s struggle against disease. The science and
engineering that have taken us across the threshold
of outer space. The dazzling progress in agricultural
productivity. The damping, to an unprecedented
degree, of wild fluctuations in the business cycle.
The appearance and application of a new architec
ture. The development of a “ scientific approach” in
the management of business and of labor unions.
The ever-increasing maturity and power of our
historians, literary critics, and poets. The gradua
tion of hundreds of thousands of college-trained
men and women with the wit and skill to learn and
broaden and apply these things.
Would similar results have been possible without
campus freedom? In moments of national panic (as
when the Russians appear to be outdistancing us in
the space race), there are voices that suggest that
less freedom and more centralized direction of our
educational and research resources would be more
“ efficient.” Disregard, for a moment, the fact that
such contentions display an appalling ignorance
and indifference about the fundamental philosophies
of freedom, and answer them on their own ground.

Weighed carefully, the evidence seems generally to
support the contrary view. Freedom does work—•
quite practically.
Many point out that there are even more im
portant reasons for supporting the teacher’s special
freedom than its practical benefits. Says one such
peison, the conservative writer Russell Kirk:
“ I do not believe that academic freedom deserves
preservation chiefly because it ‘serves the commu
nity,’ although this incidental function is important.
I think, rather, that the principal importance of
academic freedom is the opportunity it affords for
the highest development of private reason and im
agination, the improvement of mind and heart by
the apprehension of Truth, whether or not that de
velopment is of any immediate use to ‘democratic
society’.”
The conclusion, however, is the same, whether the
reasoning is conducted on practical, philosophical,
or religious grounds— or on all three: The unusual
freedom claimed by (and accorded to) the college
teacher is strongly justified.
“ This freedom is immediately applicable only to a
limited number of individuals,” says the statement
of principles of a professors’ organization, “ but it is
profoundly important for the public at large. It safe
guards the methods by which we explore the un
known and test the accepted. It may afford a key to
open the way to remedies for bodily or social ills, or
it may confirm our faith in the familiar. Its preser
vation is necessary if there is to be scholarship in
any true sense of the word. The advantages accrue
as much to the public as to the scholars themselves.”
Hence we give teachers an extension of freedom—
academic freedom— that we give to no other group
in our society: a special set of guarantees designed to
encourage and insure their boldness, their forth
rightness, their objectivity, and (if necessary) their
criticism of us who maintain them.

The idea works most
of the time, b u t . . .
many good theories, this one works for
most of the time at most colleges and uni1 * versities. But it is subject to continual
stresses. And it suffers occasional, and sometimes
spectacular, breakdowns.
If past experience cap be taken as a guide, at this
very moment:
► An alumnus is composing a letter threatening to
strike his alma mater from his will unless the insti
tution removes a professor whose views on some
controversial issue—in economics? in genetics? in
politics?—-the alumnus finds objectionable.
► The president of a college or university, or one
of his aides, is composing a letter to an alumnus in
which he tries to explain why the institution cannot
remove a professor whose views on some controver
sial issue the alumnus finds objectionable.
► A group of liberal legislators, aroused by reports
from the campus of their state university that a
professor of economics is preaching fiscal conserva
tism, is debating whether it should knock some
sense into the university by cutting its appropria
tion for next year.
► A group of conservative legislators is aroused by
reports that another professor of economics is
preaching fiscal liberalism. This group, too, is con
sidering an appropriation cut.
► The president of a college, faced with a budget
ary crisis in his biology department, is pondering
whether or not he should have a heart-to-heart chat
with a teacher whose views on fallout, set forth in a
letter to the local newspaper, appear to be scaring
away the potential donor of at least one million
dollars.
► The chairman of an academic department, still
smarting from the criticism that two colleagues lev
eled at the learned paper he delivered at the de
partmental seminar last week, is making up the new
class schedules and wondering why the two up
starts wouldn’t be just the right persons for those
7 a.m. classes which increased enrollments will ne
cessitate next year.
► The educational board of a religious denomina
tion is wondering why it should continue to permit
the employment, at one of the colleges under its

■ ik e

control, of a teacher of religion who is openly ques
tioning’a doctrinal pronouncement made recently
by the denomination’s leadership.
► The managers of an industrial complex, worried
by university research that reportedly is linking
their product with a major health problem, are won
dering how much it might cost to sponsor university
research to show that their product is not the cause
of a major health problem.
Pressures, inducements, threats: scores of exam
ples, most of them never publicized, could be cited
each year by our colleges and universities.
In addition there is philosophical opposition to
the present concept of academic freedom by a few
who sincerely believe it is wrong. (“In the last
analysis,” one such critic, William F. Buckley, Jr.,
once wrote, “academic freedom must mean the
freedom of men and women to supervise the educa
tional activities and aims of the schools they oversee
and support.”) And, considerably less important
and more frequent, there is opposition by emotion
alists and crackpots.
Since criticism and coercion do exist, and since
academic freedom has virtually no basis in law, how
can the college teacher enforce his claim to it?

In the face of pressures,
how the professor stays free
N the mid-1800’s, many professors lost their jobs
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over their views on slavery and secession. In the
1870’s and ’80’s, many were dismissed for their
views on evolution. Near the turn of the century, a
number lost their jobs for speaking out on the issue
of Free Silver.
The trend alarmed many college teachers. Until
late in the last century, most teachers on this side
of the Atlantic had been mere purveyors of the
knowledge th at others had accumulated and written
down. But, beginning around 1870, many began to
perform a dual function: not only did they teach, but
they themselves began to investigate the world
about them.
Assumption of the latter role, previously per
formed almost exclusively in European universi
ties, brought a new vitality to our campuses. It also
brought perils that were previously unknown. As
long as they had dealt only in ideas that were clas
sical, generally accepted, and therefore safe, teach- v
ers and the institutions of higher learning did little
that might offend their governing boards, their
alumni, the parents of their students, the public,
and the state. But when they began to act as in
vestigators in new areas of knowledge, they found
themselves affecting the status quo and the inter
ests of those who enjoyed and supported it.
And, as in the secession, evolution, and silver con
troversies, retaliation was sometimes swift.
In 1915, spurred by their growing concern over
such infringements of their freedom, a group of
teachers formed the American Association of Uni
versity Professors. It now has 52,000 members, in
the United States and Canada. For nearly half a
century an AAUP committee, designated as “Com
mittee A,” has been academic freedom’s most active
—and most effective—defender.
aaup ’s defense of académie freedom is
based on a set of principles that its members
I have devèloped and refined throughout the or
ganization’s history. Its current statement of these
principles, composed in collaboration with the As
sociation of American Colleges, says in part:
“Institutions of higher education are conducted
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for the common good and not to further the interest
of ¿ither the individual teacher or the institution as
a whole. The common good depends upon the free
search for truth and its free exposition.”
The statement spells out both the teacher’s rights
and his duties:
“The teacher is entitled to full freedom in re
search and in the publication of the results, subject
to the adequate performance of his other academic
duties. . .
“The teacher is entitled to freedom in the class
room in discussing his subject, but he should be
careful not to introduce . . . controversial matter
which has no relation to his subject. . .
“The college or university teacher is a citizen, a
member of a learned profession, and an officer of an
educational institution. When he speaks or writes as
a citizen, he should be free from institutional censor
ship or discipline, but his special position in the
community imposes special obligations. As a man of
learning and an educational officer, he should re
member that the public may judge his profession
and his institution by his utterances. Hence he
should at all times be accurate, should exercise ap
propriate restraint, should show respect for the
opinions of others, and should make every effort to
indicate that he is not an institutional spokesman.”
ow can such claims to academic freedom be
enforced? How can a teacher be protected
against retaliation if the truth, as he finds it
and teaches it, is unpalatable to those who employ
him?
The American Association of University Profes-
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sors and the Association of American Colleges have
formulated this answer: permanent job security, or
tenure. After a probationary period of not more than
seven years, agree the AAU P and the A AC, the
teacher’s services should be terminated “ only for
adequate cause.”
If a teacher were dismissed or forced to resign
simply because his teaching or research offended
someone, the cause, in AAUP and AAC terms,
clearly would not be adequate.
The teacher’s recourse? He may appeal to the
AAUP, which first tries to mediate the dispute with
out publicity. Failing such settlement, the AAUP
conducts a full investigation, resulting in a full re
port to Committee A. If a violation of academic
freedom and tenure is found to have occurred, the
committee publishes its findings in the association’s
Bulletin, takes the case to the AAU P membership,
and often asks that the offending college or univer
sity administration be censured.

So effective is an AAU P vote of censure that most
college administrators will go to great lengths to
avoid it.' Although the AAU P does not engage in
boycotts, many of its members, as well as others in
the academic profession, will not accept jobs in cen
sured institutions. Donors of funds, including many
philanthropic foundations, undoubtedly are influ
enced; so are many parents, students, alumni, and
present faculty members. Other organizations, such
as the American Association of University Women,
will not recognize a college on the AAU P’s censure
list.
As the present academic year began, eleven insti
tutions were on the AAU P’s list of censured admin
istrations. Charges of infringements of academic
freedom or tenure were being investigated on four
teen other campuses. In the past three years, seven
institutions, having corrected the situations which
had led to AAU P action, have been removed from
the censure category.
/

Has the teacher’s freedom
no limitations?
ow sweeping is the freedom that the college
teacher claims?
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Does it, for example, entitle a member of the
faculty of a church-supported college or university
openly to question the existence of God?
Does it, for example, entitle a professor of botany
to use his classroom for the promulgation of political
beliefs?
Does it, for example, apply to a Communist?
There are those who would answer some, or all,
such questions with an unqualified Yes. They would

argue that academic freedom is absolute. They
would say that any restriction, however it may be
rationalized, effectively negates the entire academicfreedom concept. “ You are either free or not free,”
says one. “ There are no halfway freedoms.”
There are others— the American Association of
University Professors among them— who say that
freedom can be limited in some instances and, by
definition, is limited in others, without fatal damage
being done.

Restrictions at church-supported
colleges and universities
The AAUP-AAC statement of principles of aca
demic freedom implicitly allows religious restric
tions:
“ Limitations of academic freedom because of re
ligious or other aims of the institution should be
clearly stated in writing at the time of [the teacher’s]
appointment . . . ”
Here is how one church-related university (Prot-

estant) states such a “limitation” to its faculty
members:
“Since X University is a Christian institution
supported by a religious denomination, a member of
its faculty is expected to be in sympathy with the
university’s primary objective—to educate its stu
dents within the framework of a Christian culture.
The rights and privileges of the instructor should,
therefore, be exercised with discretion and a sense of
loyalty to the supporting institution. . . The right of
dissent is a correlative of the right of assent. Any
undue restriction upon an instructor in the exercise
of this function would foster a suspicion of intoler
ance, degrade the university, and set the supporting
denomination in a false light before the world.”
Another church-related institution (Roman Cath
olic) tells its teachers:
“While Y College is operated under Catholic aus
pices, there is no regulation which requires all mem
bers of the faculty to be members of the Catholic
faith. A faculty member is expected to maintain a
standard of life and conduct consistent with the phi
losophy and objectives of the college. Accordingly,
the integrity of the college requires th at all faculty
members shall maintain a sympathetic attitude to
ward Catholic beliefs and practices, and shall make
a sincere effort to appreciate these beliefs and prac
tices. Members of the faculty who are Catholic are
expected to set a good example by the regular prac
tice of Catholic duties.”

A teacher’s “competence”
By most definitions of academic freedom, a teach
er’s rights in the classroom apply only to the field in
which he is professionally an expert, as determined
by the credentials he possesses. They do not extend
to subjects that are foreign to his specialty.
“. . . He should be careful,” says the American
Association of University Professors and the Asso
ciation of American Colleges, “not to introduce into
his teaching controversial matter which has no re
lation to his subject.”
Hence a professor of botany enjoys an undoubted
freedom to expound his botanical knowledge, how
ever controversial it might be. (He might discover,
and teach, that some widely consumed cereal grain,
known for its energy-giving properties, actually is of
little value to man and animals, thus causing con
sternation and angry outcries in Battle Creek. No
one on the campus is likely to challenge his right to
do so.) He probably enjoys the right to comment,
from a botanist’s standpoint, upon a conservation
bill pending in Congress. But the principles of aca
demic freedom might not entitle the botanist to take

a classroom stand on, say, a bill dealing with traffic
laws in his state.
As a private citizen, of course, off the college cam
pus, he is as free as any other citizen to speak on
whatever topic he chooses—and as liable to criti
cism of what he says. He has no special privileges
when he acts outside his academic role. Indeed, the
AAUP-AAC statement of principles suggests that
he take special pains, when he speaks privately, not
to be identified as a spokesman for his institution.
at least in the view of the most influen
tial of teachers’ organizations, the freedom of
the college teacher is less than absolute. But
the limitations are established for strictly defined
purposes: (1) to recognize the religious auspices of
many colleges and universities and (2) to lay down
certain ground rules for scholarly procedure and con
duct.
In recent decades, a new question has arisen to
haunt those who would define and protect academic
freedom: the problem of the Communist. When it
began to be apparent th at the Communist was not
simply a member of a political party, willing (like
other political partisans) to submit to established
democratic processes, the question of his eligibility
to the rights of a free college teacher was seriously
posed.
So pressing—and so worrisome to our colleges
and universities—has this question become that a
separate section of this report is devoted to it.
en c e ,
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The Communist
a special case?
A Communist Party member enjoy the
privileges of academic freedom? Should he be
permitted to hold a position on a college or
university faculty?
On few questions, however “obvious” the answer
may be to some persons, can complete agreement
be found in a free society. In a group as conditioned
to controversy and as insistent upon hard proof as
are college teachers, a consensus is even more rare.
It would thus be a miracle if there were agree
ment on the rights of a Communist Party member
to enjoy academic privileges. Indeed, the miracle
has not yet come to pass. The question is still
warmly debated on many campuses, even where
there is not a Communist in sight. The American
Association of University Professors is still in the
process of defining its stand.
The difficulty, for some, lies in determining
whether or not a communist teacher actually propa
gates his beliefs among students. The question is
asked, Should a communist gym instructor, whose
utterances to his students are confined largely to
the hup-two-three-four that he chants when he
leads the calisthenics drill, be summarily dismissed?
Should a chemist, who confines his campus activities
solely to chemistry? Until he overtly preaches com
munism, or permits it t o ,taint his research, his
writings, or his teaching (some say), the Communist
should enjoy the same rights as all other faculty
members.
Others—and they appear to be a growing num
ber—have concluded that proof of Communist
Party membership is in itself sufficient grounds for
dismissal from a college faculty.
To support the argument of this group, Professor
Arthur O. Lovejoy, who in 1913 began the move
ment that led to the establishment of the AAUP,
has quoted a statement that he wrote in 1920, long
before communism on the campus became a lively
issue:
“Society . . . is not getting from the scholar the
particular service which is the principal raison
d’etre of his calling, unless it gets from him his
honest report of what he finds, or believes, to be
true, after careful study of the problems with which
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he deals. Insofar, then, as faculties are made up of
men whose teachings express, not the results of their
own research and reflection and that of their fellowspecialists, but rather the opinions of other men—
whether holders of public office or private persons
from whom endowments are received—just so far
are colleges and universities perverted from their
proper function . .
(His statement is the more pertinent, Professor
Lovejoy notes, because it was originally the basis
of “a criticism of an American college for accepting
from a ‘capitalist’ an endowment for a special pro
fessorship to be devoted to showing ‘the fallacies of
socialism and kindred theories and practices.’ I
have now added only the words ‘holders of public
office.’ ”)
Let us quote Professor Lovejoy at some length,
as he looks a t the communist teacher today:
“It is a very simple argument; it can best be put,
in the logician’s fashion, in a series of numbered
theorems:
“1. Freedom of inquiry, of opinion, and of teach
ing in universities is a prerequisite, if the academic
scholar is to perform the proper function of his
profession.
“2. The Communist Party in the United States
is an organization whose aim is to bring about the
establishment in this country of a political as well
as an economic system essentially similar to that
which now exists in the Soviet Union.
“3. That system does not permit freedom of in
quiry, of opinion, and of teaching, either in or
outside of universities; in it the political govern
ment claims and exercises the right to dictate to
scholars what conclusions they must accept, or at
least profess to accept, even on questions lying
within their own specialties—for example, in philos
ophy, in history, in aesthetics and literary criticism,
in economics, in biology.
“4. A member of the Communist Party is there
fore engaged in a movement which has already ex
tinguished academic freedom in many countries and
would—if it were successful here—result in the
abolition of such freedom in American universities.
“5. No one, therefore, who desires to maintain

academic freedom in America can consistently favor
that movement, or give indirect assistance to it by
accepting as fit members of the faculties of uni
versities, persons who have voluntarily adhered to
an organization one of whose aims is to abolish
academic freedom.
“ Of these five propositions, the first is one of
principle. For those who do not accept it, the con
clusion does not follow. The argument is addressed
only to those who do accept that premise. The
second, third, and fourth propositions are state
ments of fact. I submit that they cannot be honestly
gainsaid by any who are acquainted with the
relevant facts . . .
“ It will perhaps be objected that the exclusion of
communist teachers would itself be a restriction
upon freedom of opinion and of teaching— viz., of
the opinion and teaching that intellectual freedom
should be abolished in and outside of universities;
and that it is self-contradictory to argue for the
restriction of freedom in the name of freedom. The
argument has a specious air of logicality, but it is
in fact an absurdity. The believer in the indis
pensability of freedom, whether academic or politi

cal, is not thereby committed to the conclusion that
it is his duty to facilitate its destruction, by placing
its enemies in strategic positions of power, prestige,
or influence . . . The conception of freedom is not
one which implies the legitimacy and inevitability
of its own suicide. It is, on the contrary, a concep
tion which, so to say, defines the limit of its own
applicability; what it implies is that there is one
kind of freedom which is inadmissible— the freedom
to destroy freedom. The defender of liberty of
thought and speech is not morally bound to enter
the fight with both hands tied behind his back. And
those who would deny such freedom to others, if
they could, have no moral or logical basis for the
claim to enjoy the freedom which they would deny...
“ In the professional code of the scholar, the man
of science, the teacher, the first commandment is:
Thou shalt not knowingly misrepresent facts, nor
tell lies to students or to the public. Those who not
merely sometimes break this commandment, but
repudiate any obligation to respect it, are obviously
disqualified for membership in any body of investi
gators and teachers which maintains the elementary
requirements of professional integrity.

“To say these things is not to say that the eco
nomic and even the political doctrines of commu
nism should not be presented and freely discussed
within academic walls. To treat them simply as
‘dangerous thought/ with which students should
not be permitted to have any contact, would give
rise to a plausible suspicion that they are taboo
because they would, if presented, be all too con
vincing; and out of that suspicion young Commu
nists are bred. These doctrines, moreover, are his
torical facts; for better or worse, they, play an
immense part in the intellectual and political con
troversies of the present age. To deny to students
means of learning accurately what they are, and of
reaching: informed judgments about them, would
be to fail in one of the major pedagogic obligations
of a university—to enable students to understand
the world in which they will live, and to take an
intelligent part in its affairs . . . ”
communist admitted he belonged to the
party—or if the public, including college teachers
and administrators, somehow had access to party
membership lists—such a policy might not be diffi
cult to apply. In practice, of course, such is not the
case. A two-pronged danger may result: (1) we may
not “spot” all Communists, and (2) unless we are
very careful, we may do serious injustice to persons
who are not Communists a t all.
What, for example, constitutes proof of Commu
nist Party membership? Does refusal to take a
loyalty oath? (Many raw-Communists, as a matter
of principle, have declined to subscribe to “dis
criminatory” oaths—oaths required of one group
in society, e.g., teachers, but not of others.) Does
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invoking the Fifth Amendment? Of some 200 dis
missals from college and university faculties in the
past fifteen years, where communism was an issue,
according to AAUP records, most were on grounds
such as these. Only a handful of teachers were incontrovertibly proved, either by their own admission
or by other hard evidence, to be Communist Party
members.
Instead of relying on less-than-conclusive evi
dence of party membership, say some observers,
we would be wiser—and the results would be surer—
if we were to decide each case by determining
whether the teacher has in fact violated his trust.
Has he been intellectually dishonest? Has he mis
stated facts? Has he published a distorted bibli
ography? Has he preached a party line in his class
room? By such a determination we would be able
to bar the practicing Communist from our campuses,
along with all others guilty of academic dishonesty
or charlatanry.
How can the facts be established?
As one who holds a position of unusual trust, say
most educators (including the teachers’ own or
ganization, the AAUP), the teacher has a special
obligation: if responsible persons make serious
charges against his professional integrity or his in
tellectual honesty, he should be willing to submit
to examination by his colleagues. If his answers to
the charges are unsatisfactory—evasive, or not in
accord with evidence—formal charges should be
brought against him and an academic hearing, con
ducted according to due process, should be held.
Thus, say many close observers of the academic
scene, society can be sure th at justice is done—
both to itself and to the accused.

Is the college teacher’s freedom
in any real jeopardy?
ow free is the college teacher today? What
are his prospects for tomorrow? Either here
or on the horizon, are there any serious
threats to his freedom, besides those threats to the
freedom of us all?
Any reader of history knows that it is wise to
adopt the view that freedom is always in jeopardy.
With sdch a view, one is likely to maintain safe
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guards. Without safeguards, freedom is sure to be
eroded and soon lost.
So it is with the special freedom of the college
teacher—the freedom of ideas on which our civiliza
tion banks so much.
Periodically, this freedom is buffeted heavily. In
part of the past decade, the weather was particular
ly stormy. College teachers were singled out for
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A re m atters o f a c a d e m ic fre e d o m e a s y
T ry handling s o m e o f these
You are
a college president.
Your college is your life. You have
thrown every talent you possess into
its development. No use being mod
est about it: your achievements
have been great.
The faculty has been strength
ened immeasurably. The student
body has grown not only in size but
in academic quality and aptitude.
The campus itself—dormitories, lab
oratories, classroom buildings—
would hardly be recognized by any
one who hasn’t seen it since before
you took over.
Your greatest ambition is yet to
be realized: the construction of a
new library. But at last it seems to
be in sight. Its principal donor, a
wealthy man whom you have culti
vated for years, has only the techni
calities—but what important tech
nicalities!—to complete: assigning
to the college a large block of secur
ities which, when sold, will provide
the necessary $3,000,000.
This afternoon, a newspaper re
porter stopped you as you crossed
the campus. “Is it true,” he asked,
“that John X, of your economics
department, is about to appear on
coast-to-coast television advocating
deficit spending as a cornerstone of
federal fiscal policy? I ’d like to do
an advance story about it, with your
comments.”
You were not sidestepping the
question when you told the reporter
you did not know. To tell the truth,
you had never met John X, unless
it had been for a moment or two of
small-talk at a faculty tea. On a
faculty numbering several hundred,
there are bound to be many whom
you know so slightly that you might
not recognize them if they passed
you on the street.
Deficit spending! Only last night,

your wealthy library-donor held
forth for two hours at the dinner
table on the immorality of it. By
the end of the evening, his words
were almost choleric. He phoned this
morning to apologize. “I t ’s the one
subject I get rabid about,” he said.
“Thank heavens you’re not teaching
that sort of thing on your campus.”
You had your secretary discreetly
check: John X ’s telecast is sched
uled for next week. It will be at
least two months before you get
those library funds. There is John
X ’s extension number, and there is
the telephone. And there are your
lifetime’s dreams.
Should you . . .?

You are
a university scientist.
You are deeply involved in highly
complex research. Not only the
equipment you use, but also the
laboratory assistance you require,
is expensive. The cost is far more
than the budget of your university
department could afford to pay.
So, like many of your colleagues,
you depend upon a governmental
agency for most of your financial
support. Its research grants and
contracts make your work possible.
But now, as a result of your
studies and experiments, you have
come to a conclusion that is dia
metrically opposite to that which
forms the official policy of the
agency that finances you—a policy
that potentially affects the welfare
of every citizen.
You have outlined, and docu
mented, your conclusion forcefully,
in confidential memoranda. Re
sponsible officials believe you are
mistaken; you are certain you are
not. The disagreement is profound.
Clearly the government will not
accept your view. Yet you are con

vinced that it is so vital to your
country’s welfare that you should
not keep it to yourself.
You are a man of more than one
heavy responsibility, and you feel
them keenly. You are, of course, re
sponsible to your university. You
have a responsibility to your col
leagues, many of whose work is
financed similarly to yours. You are,
naturally, responsible to your coun
try. You bear the responsibility of a
teacher, who is expected to hold
back no knowledge from his stu
dents. You have a responsibility to
your own career. And you feel a
responsibility to the people you see
on the street, whom you know your
knowledge affects.
Loyalties, conscience, lifetime fi
nancial considerations: your di
lemma has many horns.
Should you . . .?

You are
a business man.
You make toothpaste. It is good
toothpaste. You maintain a research
department, at considerable ex
pense, to keep it that way.
A disturbing rumor reached you
this morning. Actually, it’s more
than a rumor; you could class it as
a well-founded report. The dental
school of a famous university is
about to publish the results of a
study of toothpastes. And, if your
informant had the facts straight, it
can do nothing but harm to your
current selling campaign.
You know the dean of the dental
school quite well. Your company,
as part of its policy of supporting
good works in dental science, has
been a regular and substantial con
tributor to the school’s development
fund.
I t’s not as if you were thinking of
suppressing anything; your record

to solve?
p ro b lem s.
of turning out a good product—the
best you know—is ample proof of
that. But if that report were to
come out now, in the midst of your
campaign, it could be ruinous. A
few months from now, and no harm
would be done.
Would there be anything wrong
if you . . .?

Your daughter
is at State.
You’re proud of her; first in her
class at high school; pretty girl;
popular; extraordinarily sensible,
in spite of having lots of things to
turn her head.
It was hard to send her off to the
university last fall. She had never
• been away from the family for more
than a day or two at a time. But
you had to cut the apron-strings.
And no experience is a better teacher
than going away to college.
You got a letter from her this
morning. Chatty, breezy, a bit sassy
in a delightful way. You smiled as
you read her youthful jargon. She
delights in using it on you, because
she remembers how you grimaced
in mock horror whenever you heard
it around the house.
Even so, you turned cold when
you came to the paragraph about
the sociology class. The so-called
scientific survey that the professor
had made of the sexual behavior of
teen-agers. This is the sort of thing
Margie is being taught at State?
You’re no prude, b u t . . . You know
a member of the education com
mittee of the state legislature . )
Should you ../.? And on the coffee
table is the letter that came yester
day from the fund-raising office at
State; you were planning to write a
modest check tonight. To support
more sociology professors and their
scientific surveys? Should you . . .?

special criticism if they did not conform to popular
patterns of thought. They, and often they alone,
were required to take oaths of loyalty—as if teach
ers, somehow, were uniquely suspect.
There was widespread misunderstanding of the
teacher’s role, as defined by one university presi
dent:
“I t is inconceivable . . . that there can exist a true
community of scholars without a diversity of views
and an atmosphere conducive to their expression
. . . To have a diversity of views, it is essential that
we as individuals be willing to extend to our col
leagues, to our students, and to members of the com
munity the privilege of presenting opinions which
may, in fact, be in sharp conflict with those which
we espouse. To have an atmosphere of freedom, it is
essential that we accord to such diverse views the
same respect, the same attentive consideration, that
we grant to those who express opinions with which
we are in basic agreement.”
storm of the ’50’s was nationwide. I t was
felt on every campus. Today’s storms are
I local; some campuses measure the threat to
their teachers’ freedom at hurricane force, while
others feel hardly a breeze.
Hence, the present—relatively calm—is a good
time for assessing the values of academic freedom,
and for appreciating them. The future is certain to
bring more threats, and the understanding th at we
can build today may stand us in good stead, then.
What is the likely nature of tomorrow’s threats?
“It is my sincere impression th at the faculties of
our universities have never enjoyed a-greater lati
tude of intellectual freedom than they do today,”
says the president of an institution noted for its
high standards of scholarship and freedom. “But
this is a judgment relative only to the past.
“The search for truth has no ending. The need to
seek truth for its own sake must constantly be de
fended. Again and again we shall have to insist
upon the right to express unorthodox views reached
through honest and competent study.
“Today the physical sciences offer safe ground for
speculation. We appear to have made our peace
with biology, even with the rather appalling im
plications of modem genetics.
“Now it is the social sciences that have entered
the arena. These are young sciences, and they are
difficult. But the issues involved—the positions
taken with respect to such matters as economic
growth, the tax structure, deficit financing, the laws
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to the danger of acting injudiciously—and of com
mitting injustice.
The subtleties and complexities found in the gray
areas will be endless. Even the scope of academic
freedom will be involved. Should its privileges, for
example, apply only to faculty members? Or should
they extend to students, as well? Should students,
as well as faculty members, be free to invite con
troversial outsiders to the campus to address them?
And so on and on.
The educated alumnus and alumna, faced with
specific issues involving academic freedom, may
well ponder these and other questions in years to
come. Legislators, regents, trustees, college ad
ministrators, students, and faculty members will be
pondering them, also. They will look to the alumnus
and alumna for understanding and—if the cause be
just—for support. Let no reader underestimate the
difficulty—or the importance—of his role.

affecting labor and management/automation, social
welfare, or foreign aid—are of enormous conse
quence to all the people of this country. If the critics
of our universities feel strongly on these questions,
it is because rightly or wrongly they have identi
fied particular solutions uniquely with the future
prosperity of our democracy. All else must then be
heresy.”
Opposition to such “heresy”—and hence to aca
demic freedom—is certain to come.
as at present, the concept of aca
demic freedom will be far from uncomplicated.
Applying its principles in specific cases rarely
will be easy. Almost never will the facts be all white
or all black; rather, the picture that they form is
more likely to be painted in tones of gray.
To forget this, in one’s haste to judge the right
ness or wrongness of a case, will be to expose oneself
N the future,
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Class of *52 — Joan Braven Coughlin, T R 3-6527
Many best wishes to Rita Gradwohl Sweeney and husband, Chris
on his promotion with the W . T . Grant Company to open a new
and larger store in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. Christopher Sweeney
was honored as “Outstanding Young Man of 1962” at the distin
guished service award dinner of the Hazleton Junior Chamber of
Commerce. A most pleasant surprise recently was a letter from
Kathleen Kinney Illig who writes how much she enjoys reading our
Alumnae Bulletin. She, husband Frank, and children will come from
Waldwick, New Jersey to visit for Easter holidays. Evelyn Quinlivan
O ’Connor’s new address is 158 East Amherst Street.
Class of *53 — Peg Roach O ’Neil, N R 4-5646
Bob and Joan O ’Donnell Floss and daughter May Jo (age 1V2 ) are
residing at 130 Admiral Road here in Buffalo. W e are happy to
announce that this marks the tenth anniversary of our graduation
and we are planning a reunion sometime in June. You’ll be hearing
more on this as soon as our plans are complete — a wonderful time
is assured for everyone — see you then.
Class of *54 — Marie Gallagher Rose, T F 3-4884
Congratulations to Theckla Bittar Mullen on her appointment as
U nit Supervisor at the Erie County W elfare Department. Marlene
Murphy must have many interesting experiences to relate — she is
now teaching Spanish at the University of Mexico. W e hope the
residents on Grand Island appreciate the opportunity of taking art
classes at the Huth School on Saturdays, since the teacher is our own
very talented Joan Campbell Kramer. Apologies to Norma Stelman
Higgins who recently informed us that her correct name is Norma
Stelman Higginbotham.
Class of *56— Marjorie Des Jardins Ulrich, T R 6-8943
W e hope Mary Morrissey Brinkworth' and husband, Dennis, will
be very happy in their new home at 268 Deerhurst Park Boulevard.
The Brinkworth’s following many successful years at the Park
Meadow are now the proud owners and managers of Brunner’s.
W e’re in for an experience when Pat Brinkworth Nelligan returns
from Europe this summer. Pat and husband, Jim, have spent the last
three years abroad with his job as a government accountant. From
home base at the American Embassy in Paris they have traveled all
over the continent including places like Greece, Pakistan and India
while Jim worked six weeks at a time in the various government
embassies. Congratulations to Sister St. Joseph Farrington — while
teaching Math and French at Cardinal O ’Hara High, she has been
studying for her Master’s Degree at Notre Dame University on a
grant from the National Science Foundation. Yours truly has also
started to dabble a bit and is doing substitute Chemistry teaching at
Kenmore W est High. New Jersey’s population has been enriched by
the residence of another Rosary Hill Alumna-— Pam Neville Jones
and husband John have a Newfoundland mailing address of P.O.
Box 121.
Class of *57— Joanna Coppola Pasco, N X 3-8573
Ah, ’twas truly the luck of the Irish and the irrepressible love of a
parade glitterin’ with the green of top hat, shamrock, and shillelagh
that brought our fair daughter of Erin, Celine Cooley, to New York
for the St. Patrick’s Day Parade. She also cheered Canisius on to
victory at the N .I.T. in Madison Square Garden. And all this in the
midst of wedding plans for July 6th,
Joanne Palisano Seminara and family are now happy Eastern resi
dents of Somerset, New Jersey at 17 Drake Road, in their newly built
split-level home. In the Middle-East, Mary Paul Kennedy LeFauve

and family are busy decorating their recently purchased home with
their Oriental treasures at 708 Genesee Avenue, N.W., Warren, Ohio.
In the midst of all this rain, rain, we enviably eye Anajean Zurek
Hauber and family lacadaisically absorbing the Western rays of the
sun at 1830 E. Hodson Avenue, LaHabre, California. But in the East
or in the West, all three agree that absence makes the heart grow
fonder and they would love to hear from or possibly see their old
friends.
T he spirit of “Auld Lang Syne” filled the air when Tom and Barb
Biondolillo Guttuso returned to New York City recently to visit old
friends and acquaintances.
May we take a minute to interrupt Marion Schnell Lyon’s anxious
efforts to unpack those endless boxes to wish her good luck and
warmest hearth wishes in her newly acquired home at 99 E. Morris
Avenue. Albany is the new home for Mary Jo Hassett Turner, whose
mailing address is Captain Station Corner, P.O. Box 7008.
And last, but not least, happy summer days to everyonel
Class of *58 — Delia McKenna McAuliffe, T F 4-4803
Judging from the sampling of opinions I took regarding a 5 year
reunion for our class, it’ll be a mighty successful affair! Plans are
under way now; you’ll be hearing more about it.
Some of our out-of-towners responded to my plea for news with
wonderful letters!
Julie Brown is in Rochester and is madly in love with her job at
St. Mary’s Hospital as the lone technician in the Special Hemotology
Department.
Dorothy Gates Ziccarelli wrote a gay letter from her new home in
suburban Rochester where she and her husband Frank live with their
three children.
Mimi Kendall Giullari and family have just moved into their first
home at 170 N. 7th St. in Lewiston. Mimi and Joe have two little
girls whose daddy is Chief Physical Therapist at Niagara Falls
Memorial Hospital.
(W e still hope to hear from the rest of you out-of-towners!)
Kitty Grisanti enjoys the experience she is gaining working at the
D’Youville College library and is studying Library Science at State
Teachers’ Night School.
I know we all envy Gloria Palisano Scolese the Easter week trip
she took with her husband, to Jamaica. They were among a group
of teachers who chartered a BOAC flight for a 6-day Jamaican
holiday, and had a marvelous time.
Another classmate who is very fond of her most satisfying job is
Carolyn Hamlett, a teacher at Buffalo’s Child Care Center, a resi
dence for emotionally disturbed children.
Dorothy Moran is a Medical Technician at Buffalo General Hos'pital.
Speaking of jobs well done, we hereby send up three cheers to you,
Sue Formhals Holcomb, for having done so well as the Alumnae
President of our beloved Rosary Hill College. (W e’re proud that
you are a member of the terrific class of ’58!)
Class of *59 — Clare Siegel Carlson, T T 5-3558
W e’re very proud of Christine Lie and Bemardine Soepardo.
Having received their Master’s degrees in Social Work from Fordham
University in June, 1961, they returned to their home in Indonesia.
They are establishing courses in social work for men sent from
various parishes by the Bishops. Their center is in the city of

Jogjakarta, and they are the first to begin such a social institution in
Java. We wish them much success! Jane Reardon Stinneford and
husband Charles are now living at 50 Swan Street, Aberdeen, Mary
land. Carolyn Hess Drabek’s new residence is 140 Proctor Avenue,
Buffalo. Newlyweds Carolyn (Colburn) and Don Short are making
their new home at 207 Washington Avenue, in Kingston. Good luck
to Rose Marie Messina Kellams and husband David as they start
married life at 176 N. Fourth Street, Indiana, Pennsylvania.

Carolun M. Colburn ’59 to Donald I. Short on January
19, 1963

Rose Marie Messina ’59 to David A. Kellams on Feb
ruary 23, 1963

Jacqueline Ann Fachko ’62 to James Paul Boinski on
November 22, 1962

Class of ’60 — Pat Stanton, TA 4-1735
Judy Glynn Wesley now resides at 1761 Spencerport Road, Roches
ter 11, New York. Dolores T. McMahon received her Masters Degree
in Elementary Education from State Teachers. Alexandria, Indiana
is the new home town for Nannette Tyrrel Tunget who is living at
120>/2 Curve Street.
Class of ’61 — Elinor Driscoll Stein, T T 6-5556
It was both interesting and surprising to see Anne Nam Hai
Nguyen on the Chet Huntley Reporting program last January 22.
The show was concerned with the genetics of various fish and result
ing problems. Mr. Huntley concentrated his efforts at the University
of Washington College of Fisheries. Anne, a graduate student there,
participated in the entire program and was called upon to answer
various questions.
Congratulations to Karen Brady who has been appointed assistant
editor of children’s books at Prentice Hall in New York City. She
received a masters degree last June. Barbara Bruso who took some
graduate courses at State Teachers last summer is teaching grammar
school in Juneau, Alaska. After acquiring a Masters in Economics
last June, Barbara Ziolo attended summer school at Harvard and
now with assistantship renewed is working for her doctors degree.
Charleen Sliger also attended Harvard summer school. Joanne Wer
ner has earned a Masters in Political Science at Fordham. Under
stand Barbara Kubala can be credited with a tour of Europe. Jane
Mary Burke is now residing at 180 North Park Avenue, Buffalo, Joan
Markulis Roach and family are getting adjusted at their new address
which is 12703 Kavaugh Lane, Bowie, Maryland.
Class of ’62 — Pam Ryan, T F 4-2271
We are proud to announce our first addition — congratulations to
Sheila Cleary Griffin on the arrival of Patricia Kelley. Judy O’Rourke
and Ginger Ward had a wonderful time skiing in Stowe, Vermont
the end of March. Sue Burczynski was vacationing at the same time
only in the opposite direction — the sunny section of Florida. Our
members’ wonderlust, however, is not confined to the American
scene. Five of us, are planning a European trip this summer, so keep
an eye open for the following names hitting the news spotlight —
Grace Croak, Ginger Ward, Judy O’Rourke, Mary Jane McMahon,
and yours truly. Therese Holler Csizmar now resides at 35 Linwood,
Tonawanda. It’s a Rochester address for Janice Wutz Rachfal and
husband Jerald, at 141 Canton Street. Judy Creagh Loomis has
moved to 7701 Florissant Road, Box 98, Normandy, Missouri.
Jacqueline Fachko Boinski and husband Jim are enjoying their first
home at 155 Greene Street, Buffalo 6. Gay Toltl would love to hear
from some of her classmates at her new address, 1143 Mullen Avenue,
Hollywood 19, California. Jane Szpylman has her own apartment at
380 Breckenridge, Buffalo 13. Judy Anne Willard also has a new
address — 3320 Genesee Street, Buffalo 25. Eugene and Mary Straubinger Vinal are residing at 229 - 16 Kingburg Avenue, Flushing 64,
New York.

IN ME MORIAM
Charles E. Metz, father of Barbara Metz Barber ’62;
Dr. Emil J. Markulis, father of Ruth Markulis Roach
’61; Paul Belzer, father of Sister Paul Lenore Belzer,
O.S.F. ’62; Fred Williamson, father of Gail William
son Crooks ’62.

W edding B e lls Fox*:

.

Jeanne Ann Senecal ’62 to Clyde V. Farnan, Jr. on Feb
ruary 9, 1963

D iam o n d s B rig h t Fox*:
Celine Cooley ’57 to Charles Kuebler
Dolores McMahon ’60 to Paul Nelson
Susan Hylant ’61 to Richard P. Ferrick
Phyllis V. Romano ’61* to Anthony C. Battaglia, Jr.
Loretta R. Stankiewicz ’61 to James J. Verso
Geraldine R. Fisher ’62 to William Blake Maher
Lois Ann Grabenstatter ’62 to Richard P. Leonard
Barbara Quinn ’62 to William Simpson
Dolores Ucci ’62 to Jack Kuhn

Cx*a.dLle C a ll F o r:
Dolores Attea Sapienza ’53 — Joseph born January 30
Sue Cannon Birmingham ’53 — Maureen Elizabeth born
February 11

Patricia Curran Bark ’54 — Christine Maire born
February 25

Karen Nielsen Curry ’56 — Mary Elizabeth born
January 13

Joanne Callahan Starr ’57—second girl, Elizabeth Mary
born February 28

Annette Sparcino Mussachio ’58 — fourth child, Mark
Christopher born February 13
Ellen Klausman Koessler ’59 — Paul, Jr. born
February 16

Jean Arns Cuddy ’60 — Mary Kathleen born March 7
Barbara Czwojdak Kehlbeck ’60 — Frances Ann born
January 18

Judith Glynn Wesley ’60 — Peter Andrew born
December 23

Carol Siefert Laschinger ’60 — Michael Norman born
February 27

Judy Walker Muroy ’60 — James Randolph born
February 10

Martha Moden Cole ’61 — Martha Gretchen born
January 10

Sheila Cleary Griffin ’62 — Patricia Kelley born
March 19

This year the annual reception and dinner will honor
the members of the Class of 1963. The lounge and dining
room of Lourdes Hall will be the setting for the affair on
Monday, May 27 at 6:30 p.m. Punch will be served in
the lounge preceding the dinner.
Joyce E. Fink ’52, chairman, has announced that Sue
Formhals Holcomb ’58, president, will give the welcome
to the class of 1963. Mary Jo Hezel, ’63, class president,
will give the response. The installation of seven new board
members and four new officers will highlight the evening’s
program.
The proceeds of the 1962-63 annual alumnae fund will
be presented to Sister M. Angela, O.S.F., college president
by co-chairmen, Maureen A. Canney ’56 and Katherine
M. Koessler ’62.
A surprise presentation will conclude the evening’s pro
gram. Reservations are to be made by return postcard to
the Alumnae Office no later than May 20.

The officers and Board Members are happy to announce
that the annual Alumnae Dinner Dance will be held on
Saturday, June 22, at the Charterhouse Hotel. As many of
you have mentioned, this is a very popular spot and we’re
fortunate to have the services of Eddie Diem’s Orchestra.
According to Joanna Coppola Pasco ’57 and Mary Lou
Orlando Riso ’57, co-chairmen of the event, a delicious
dinner will be served at 8:00 p.m. preceded by cocktails
at 7:00 p.m. Dancing will be from 10:00 p.m. - 2 a.m.
Committees include: Mary C. Pepe Poppenberg ’61,
Suzanne M. Kaminsky ’54, and Barbara Joyce Breen ’55,
Reception; Maureen A. Canney ’56, Mary G. McCracken
’59, Music; Katherine M. Koessler ’62, Mary Jane Flanigen
Cook ’53, Elizabeth Martin Slomka ’58, Tickets; and
Suzanne M. Kaminsky ’54, Joyce E. Fink ’52, and Mar
jorie A. Connors ’56, Publicity.
Tickets at $15.00 per couple include the price of the
dance and dinner, and a wonderful time is promised all.

LIBRARY TO

Fund Hits New High

Plans are underway for the overall expansion of Marian
Library. During the Easter recess the walls which for
merly surrounded the two classrooms on the balcony level
were torn down to make way for stacks.

Maureen A. Canney ’56 and Katherine M. Koessler ’62,
co-chairmen of the 1962-63 Annual Alumnae Fund have
reason to be proud of the results of this year’s campaign.
The following statistics speak for themselves with the Class
of ’52 holding the unique distinction of having achieved
100% participation, the first time any class has accom
plished this since the inception of the fund in 1957.

While the physical expansion is taking shape, we are
seeking the aid of friends to help increase the contents of
the Library and consequently present the following ditty:
When you left dear old RHC
Graced by your coveted degree
Did you, perchance, by hook or crook
Walk off with a library book?

Classes are listed according to participation:
C lass of

A m ou nt
Pledged

1952
1955
1957
1962
1953
1956
1954
1959
1958
1960
1961
Total

% of
P articip ation

Average
G ift

$ 441.00
375.00
459.00
1,274.00
303.00
435.00
396.00
448.00
372.00
681.00
790.00

100% *
88.8%
85.7%
82%
81.2%
81.2%
79.5%
78.5%
74.4%
70.5%
64.9%

$18.37
11.71
12.47
14.64
11.65
11.15
12.77
13.57
10.62
12.48
16.45

$5,974.00

, 78.7%

$13.39

Since the first campaign in 1957, over $20,000 in un
restricted pledges have been credited to the Development
Program.

You will not be within our debt;
All piled up fees we will forget;
We’ll all just shout, “Hip, hip hooray!”
If you drop off that book some day.
And while you are at it, please keep your eyes open for
any other materials of interest on the college level, which
you might care to contribute to Marian Library.
Since textbooks and paperbacks are taboo, we have listed
what would be greatly appreciated: (1) good biography,
(2) fiction that might have some permanent or literary
value, (3) anything in the line of local history (Buffalo,
Erie County, New York State)—fiction, history, pamphlets,
reports, etc., (4) books pertaining to art, music, health,
literature, political science, history, philosophy and the
ology (non-devotional).
After you have searched your own libraries, kindly mail
or drop off the books to the Alumnae Office so that the
books can be recorded before they are sent to the Library.

Fund H its Hew Kigali
Maureen A. Canney ’56 and Katherine M. Koessler ’62,
co-chairmen of the 1962-63 Annual Alumnae Fund have
reason to be proud of the results of this year’s campaign.
The following statistics speak for themselves with the Class
of ’52 holding the unique distinction of having achieved
100% participation, the first time any class has accom
plished this since the inception of the fund in 1957.
Classes are listed according to participation:
Class of
1952
1955
1957
1962
1953
1956
1954
1959
1958
1960
1961

A m oun t
P ledged

% of
P articip atio n

A verage
G ift

$ 441.00
375.00
459.00
1,274.00
303.00
435.00
396.00
448.00
372.00
681.00
790.00

100%
88.8%
85.7%
82%
81.2%
81.2%
79.5%
78.5%
74.4%
70.5%
64.9%

$18.37
11.71
12.47
14.64
11.65
11.15
12.77
13.57
10.62
12.48
16.45

Total

$5,974.00

78.7%

$13.39

Since the first campaign in 1957, over $20,000 in un
restricted pledges have been credited to the Development
Program.
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